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The Politics of the Budgetary Process:
The Case Study of Georgia Perimeter College
Executive Summary

“Education is a main part of our nation’s foundation, if it is not nurtured with the
necessary resources, our institutions deteriorates” (text verbatim from Robinson, 2009).

Given that numbers alone do not tell much of a story, this research project investigates
Georgia Perimeter College’s budget process and the politics that is associated with it. This case
study is an exploratory analysis. This type of methodology is ideal when a holistic, in‐depth
investigation is needed. Also the method seeks to identify influences on performance. This
exploratory analysis examines the comprehensive budgeting process of Georgia Perimeter
College. It begins by compiling and organizing all data, and details where the budget process
actually starts, who the players are in the budgeting process, and how funds are allocated. The
analysis begins with the decisions the Governor and the Board of Regents make on the
University System of Georgia’s budget and then filters to the factors that are linked with the
budget that is set for Georgia Perimeter College, and then to the allocations that Georgia
Perimeter College gives to each of its departments.
State higher education funding impacts both admission and value of one’s educational
institutions and is therefore an issue of real social importance. The budgeting process for
higher education is designed to provide adequate funding to meet the state’s educational goals
as defined by policymakers. As a result, it should be flexible enough to respond to changing
ii

needs and the state’s evolving goals while still providing adequate and equal distribution of
funds. State budgeting for higher education is a complex set of activities involving various
competing interests and issues. It is difficult for any outsider to understand why the Board of
Regents of the University System of Georgia is more generous to particular public institutions
and not to others. Likewise it is difficult to explain year‐to‐year or long‐term change within the
University System of Georgia. This study aims to do just that.
The purpose of this research is to help taxpayers, students, parents, faculty, and staff to
understand not only the budget process of Georgia Perimeter College, but also the politics of its
budgetary system. A budgeting process can be more educational if everyone is introduced to
the terms and concepts of financial management. The justification for priorities becomes
clearer. This research encourages familiarity with college budgeting processes and procedures
to others. As in all governmental budgetary decisions, politics plays a role in state budgeting for
public higher education. There are multiple political forces acting upon the budgetary process
that may influence public higher education appropriations each year such as the state officials’
wants and demands, College President’s needs, and taxpayers’ concerns. This study found that
statewide circumstances ‐‐ as opposed to variables under a college’s control ‐‐ are the primary
determinants of state spending. Research also discovered that the Board of Regents' budget
allocation process is very political, but most of the politics occur between institutions and the
BOR rather than with the general assembly or governor. For this reason, it is difficult for the
governor or the General Assembly to institute real policy changes.
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The Politics of the Budgetary Process:
The Case Study of Georgia Perimeter College

Introduction
Higher education provides students with the opportunity for upward mobility and personal
development. In addition, higher education supplies states with an educated workforce and
citizenry, and economic stimulation. A major factor in determining how well higher education
can achieve these objectives is the fiscal resources of the institutions.
When a student or a parent is given the cost to begin a college career, uncertainty about
where the person’s tuition dollars go occur. Unlike the corporate sector, nonprofit institutions
have responsibilities to “do good” (Paul, 2008, xi). An institution’s budget process is shaped by
“institutional character; institutional size; administrative sophistication; faculty governance
structures and processes; the degree of centralization of decision‐making authority; the
amount of trust among administrators, faculty, and students; the openness of the budgetary
process; and the demand for information” (Meisinger, 1994, 49).
As in all governmental budgetary decisions, politics plays a role in state budgeting for public
higher education. There are multiple political forces acting upon the budgetary process that
may influence public higher education appropriations each year. Political values rather than
administrative values often dominate budgeting (Cayer and Welsher, 2003). Budgets are
political documents and a political process (Cayer and Welsher, 2003). In view of this, public
budgeting is as much an internal as well as an external political game.
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Still, budget

administrators must practice fiduciary responsibility and manage resources effectively in order
to maintain accountability.
State higher education funding impacts both admission and value, and is therefore an
issue of real social importance. The appropriations process is complex, and it is difficult for any
outsider to understand why the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia is more
generous to particular public institutions and not to others. Likewise it is difficult to explain
year‐to‐year or long‐term change within the University System of Georgia. The Georgia
Perimeter College’s operating budget process begins early in the fiscal year for the following
year's budget. This study shows key dates in the process, which involves the following major
components: 1) Georgia Perimeter College's internal budget process and internal committee
work; 2) State legislative budget process; and 3) Board of Regents (BOR) of the University
System of Georgia (USG) allocation and tuition/fee determination process.
Given that numbers alone do not tell much of a story, this paper is a review of Georgia
Perimeter College’s budget process and the politics that is associated with it. The analysis
begins with the decisions the Governor and the Board of Regents make on the University
System of Georgia’s budget and then filters to the factors that are linked with the budget that is
set for Georgia Perimeter College, and then to the allocations that Georgia Perimeter College
gives each of its departments. Because many will think that the information available in the
budget does not provide enough insight into administrators’ motivations or justifications, this
paper encourages familiarity with college budgeting processes and procedures and, as a result,
displays some financial acumen.
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Research Purpose
If legislators, taxpayers, parents, and students want to learn what a college or university
really values, they should remember the advice of the character in the movie Jerry Maguire:
“Show me the money” (Chabotar, 1999). The budget tells a story about not only how much
money is earned and spent but also which goals and activities are truly most important to the
institution (Chabotar, 1999). A majority of students, faculty, and staff that are linked with
Georgia Perimeter College (GPC) are unfamiliar with where the budget of GPC originates from.
In view of this, it is no surprise why individuals would not understand the politics of higher
education budgeting. A budgeting process can be made educational by introducing everyone to
the terms and concepts of financial management. The justification for priorities may become
clearer. The purpose of this research is to help taxpayers, students, parents, faculty, and staff to
understand not only the budget process of Georgia Perimeter College, but also the politics of its
budgetary system. Tuition and fees payments are just a fraction of the entire budgetary
process in higher education. This research also examines the framework of the yearly awarded
GPC budget and the political factors that contribute to the final price tag.

Need and Relevancy of Research
Budgetary decisions and business operations are closely scrutinized by state
government and are made public, and reported in the media. In the past decades, the internal
budgeting process of colleges and universities has been analyzed from different viewpoints and
for different reasons. With changes in the nature of revenues, expenditures, and the people
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that oversee such activities, the traditional objectives of the budget process of GPC have been
brought into question. GPC has adjusted its budget process according to student needs. This
paper provides the reader with greater understanding of Georgia Perimeter College’s evolving
budget process and the politics of the system.
The objective of this research is to evaluate the steps in the budget process of Georgia
Perimeter College and discover the political factors that affect the budget process. It is my
contention that there are many internal and external political factors such as the state officials’
wants and demands, College President’s needs, and taxpayers’ concerns that affect the budget
process of GPC. It is also my contention that the steps in GPC’s budget process are the same as
other public institutions’ budget processes.
Methodology
This case study is an exploratory analysis. This type of methodology is ideal when a
holistic, in‐depth investigation is needed. This kind of methodology also seeks to identify
influences on performance. This exploratory analysis examines the comprehensive budgeting
process of Georgia Perimeter College by compiling and organizing all data and details where the
budget process actually begins, who the players are in the budgeting process, and how funds
are allocated. The structure of this study is “top‐down.” The analysis begins at the state level
budgeting process, followed by the University System of Georgia budgeting processes and
budget allocation procedures, and then to Georgia Perimeter College’s budgetary system.
While following the processes, the study also investigates the political factors that play a critical
role in the amount of money Georgia Perimeter College receives on a yearly basis.
5

Prior to exploring GPC’s budget process, it is important to define key budgetary terms.
The essence of budgeting is that it is a process whereby resources are allocated among various
purposes. Generally, there are too few resources and too many needs (Cayer and Weshler,
2003).

In a perfect rational world, budgeting and financial management could allocate

resources to support the strategic activities pursued in trying to reach timely objectives (Cayer
and Welsher, 2003).

According to Cayer and Weshler (2003), the control of the allocation of

resources to various uses is a central concern of elected officials and public managers. Budgets
are viewed in three ways. Public budgets may be characterized as records of community values
because the final adopted version of a budget represents the result of months and/or years of
political negotiation and compromise (Cayer and Weshler, 2003).

In this view, budgets are

good historical records of the overall community values of the local policy. Budgets are also
viewed as a working plan. Administrators lay out “wish lists” of things they would like to do and
goals they would like to accomplish. Moreover, administrators as planners develop their
proposed budgets, set out goals, arrange these goals and objectives indicate resources needed
to reach them, and promise levels of performance (Cayer and Weshler, 2003, 145). Budgets are
also viewed as a management tool. Cayer and Weshler (2003) contend that the chief executive
officers try to use the budget‐making process as a tool to influence and control administrative
agencies.
Public Budgeting is both an important and a unique arena of politics (Rubin, 2006). It is
important because of the specific policy decisions it reflects such as decisions about the scope
of government, distribution of wealth, openness of government to interest groups, and the
accountability of government to the public at large (Rubin, 2006). It is unique because these
6

decisions have to take place in the context of budgeting, with its need for balance, its openness
to the government, and its requirement for timely decisions so that government can carry on
without interruption (Rubin, 2006). One of the major characteristics of public budgeting is that
those who pay the bills, in this case tuition payers are not the ones who make the decisions on
how the money is to be spent (Rubin, 2006).

Context
The budget is possibly the most important document in state government. On the state
level, it spells out how much money will be available for education, law enforcement, fire
protection, and numerous other public services. It also determines how much citizens pay in
taxes and fees. There is not a more important process on any college campus than the
formation and implementation of the budget. The budget gives order; it helps prioritize
expenditures, and serves as a control device and benchmark against which people measure a
college’s progress and success. Wise decisions will be made if everyone better understands the
budgeting environment (Farley, 2005). Budgets, especially college and university budgets are
viewed as too technical and complicated for faculty, staff and students to understand. In view
of this, it is no surprise why individuals would not understand the politics of higher education
budgeting.
The budgeting process for higher education is designed to provide adequate funding to
meet the state’s educational goals as defined by policymakers. It should be flexible enough to
respond to changing needs of the state’s evolving goals while still providing adequate and equal
7

distribution of funds (Parmley et al., 2009). In many cases, there will be incentives provided to
address new priorities and specific values (Parmley et al., 2009). These objectives often appear
straightforward, but there are always challenges during the budget process. Determining
adequacy is a matter of perspective because not everyone will agree on what is required to
meet the state’s needs. In fact, there are significant differences in the cost requirements of
different programs or disciplines and further differences in cost by the level of instruction.
Generally, funding is rarely sufficient to meet all expressed needs: offsetting inflation, keeping
salaries competitive, maintaining facilities, and meeting new priorities (Parmley et al., 2009, 5).

The Federal Government’s Role
Although education is primarily a state and local responsibility in the United States, the
federal government also plays a role. However, it is states and communities, as well as public
and private organizations of all kinds, that establish schools and colleges, develop programs,
and determine requirements for enrollment and graduation. The structure of education finance
in America reflects this primarily as a state and local responsibility.

The United States

Department of Education, however, works hard to get the most use out of taxpayer‐provided
bucks by targeting its funds where they can do the most good (U.S. Department of Education,
2009). This targeting reflects the historical development of the federal role in education as a
kind of "emergency response system," a means of filling gaps in state and local support for
education when critical national needs arise (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). The
Department is the major source of aid for college education. It provides aid through grants,
loans, and work‐study (U.S. Department of Education, 2009). Although, the funds that the
8

federal government provides to colleges and universities are not part of an institution’s budget
processes, it is still important to mention. It is imperative to recognize that federal financial
contribution to colleges and universities is very small.

The Governor and the Board of Regents
State budgeting for higher education is a complex set of activities involving various
competing interests and issues. The budget spans the distance between present choices and
future options (Caiden, 1985). While the federal government provides substantial support to
higher education in the form of student aid and research grants, state governments bear the
principal responsibility in budgeting for higher education operations, and thus in shaping the
present, and future direction of higher education within the state.
The procedural path of state budgeting for public higher education is quite alike across
most states. The politics of higher education budgeting begins at the start of the budget
process. The budgetary procedural path is depicted in Figure 1. The appropriations process is
complex, and it is difficult to determine why Georgia may be more financially generous to one
public institution and not so much to another. Likewise it is difficult to explain year‐to‐year or
long‐term change within the University System of Georgia.
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Figure 1. Tandberg, David A. “State Budgetary Process,” The Politics of State Higher Education
Funding (2008)

State appropriations for higher education in Georgia include three appropriations: the
first one for the University System of Georgia, the second one for the Georgia Student Finance
Commission, and the third one for the Department of Technical and Adult Education (Bracco,
1997). Appropriations for the Student Finance Commission include money appropriated from
the Lottery for Education account (specifically for the HOPE scholarships), as well as general
fund moneys for other state scholarship programs (Bracco, 1997). More focus will be given to
the University System of Georgia in this research.
Previous studies have frequently limited their scope to focus on the governor’s party
affiliation and which party controls the legislature. The Board of Regents (BOR) is the only
medium through which formal requests are made for appropriations from the General
Assembly and the Governor. The Governor appoints the 16 members of the Board of Regents,
the statewide governing board for the University System of Georgia.

Once appointed, the

Senate confirms them for a seven‐year term. One member is appointed from each of the 11
congressional districts, and five are appointed from the state at large. The BOR exercises broad
10

jurisdiction over all institutions of the University System of Georgia (USG) and establishes
policies and procedures under which they operate (Georgia Perimeter College [GPC], 2007).
Although the Governor has moderate influence constitutionally, the governor has the ability to
influence the political and budgetary processes in the state.
Weerts and Ronca’s study (2006) findings that contradict conventional wisdom – and
past research – suggest that increases in appropriations are associated with Republican rather
than Democratic governors. In Georgia, the Governor also has a great deal of influence over
higher education. Disagreeing with Weerts and Ronca’s (2006) findings, Georgia currently has a
Republican governor (Sonny Perdue) who claims to have his main focus on improving
education. Though education may possibly be one of his top priorities, Governor Perdue has
slashed state appropriations for higher education drastically. This year alone, when the Board
of Regents voted to request an appropriation boost of $141 million or 6.8 percent, Perdue
instead ordered 5 percent of state appropriations to be withheld from the University System
(Jones, 2009). As one can see, the Governor has significant influence over the amount of
money that higher education receives during the budget process.
The Office of Planning and Budget, which is the Governor's budget office, receives the
Regents' budget request and develops the Governor's budget request.

Officials in the

Education Development Division at the Office of Planning and Budget usually discuss the budget
requests primarily with policy and budget officials from the University System office.
Adjustments are made to the Board of Regents’ budget request to fit the Governor’s budget
priorities, generally reducing the request by a certain percentage.

Once developed, the

Governor sends the final state budget request to the Assembly. After the bill is passed and
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signed by the Governor, a significant amount of work goes into decisions that determine where
and how the funds are spent.
Once the Assembly and Governor have approved the budget, the Board of Regents
makes allocations to individual institutions. These allocations are primarily based on the
previous year's budget. The Regents do, however, take into account possible changes in
income. The allocation responsibilities of the Board of Regents are a key ingredient to the
influence of that body (Bracco, 1997). While the Governor and the Georgia General Assembly
can state some priorities that they have for the allocation of dollars, the Regents has great
flexibility in distributing funds, with the exception of funds specifically earmarked by the
Legislature. The only guideline on the distribution of funds is contained in the Board of Regents
Policy Manual, Section 700, quoted below.

701 General Policy (University System of Georgia)
The Board shall make the allocation of funds to the several institutions at the April meeting or
the next regular meeting following the approval of the Appropriations Act or as soon thereafter
as may be practicable in each year and shall approve the budgets of the institutions and of the
office of the Board of Regents at the regular June meeting in each year, or as soon thereafter as
may be practicable. The Board of Regents shall be the only medium through which formal
requests shall be made for appropriations from the General Assembly and the Governor of the
State of Georgia (Georgia Tech, 2007).

In addition to distributing state funds, the Regents annually approve tuition and any
mandatory fee changes for institutions. Mandatory fees are those paid by all students and are
classified as either mandatory or elective (University System of Georgia [USG], 1997b).
Mandatory fees include 1) fees mandated by the Board for all University System students, such
as matriculation fees and non‐resident tuition, and 2) fees mandated by the institution and
12

approved by the Board such as student activity fees, athletic fees, health fees, and
transportation fees (USG, 1997b). Elective fees are established by the institution, approved by
the Chancellor, and paid by the students who elect and/or benefit from the specific service such
as student housing, food service, and special class fees (USG, 1997b). The Regents also must
approve any professional program fees that differ from regular tuition levels. The Regents'
budget allocation process is very political, but the politics occur between institutions and the
Board rather than with the Assembly or Governor (Bracco, 1997). For this reason, it is difficult
for the Governor or Assembly to institute real policy changes.
The Board of Regents generally holds hearings in February and provides preliminary
information on allocations and pay raise funding to institutions in late March. The BOR votes on
staff proposals and finalizes these figures by the middle of April. At this point in the process,
Georgia Perimeter College is able to determine its preliminary allocations to campus units and
begin detailed budget preparation.

The Politics of State Appropriations
“State funding of higher education remains one of the most prominent and debated
issues confronting U.S. higher education today,” (McLendon, Hearn, and Mokher, 2009, 705).
The university presidents—past and present—agree that states should always have an
important stake in funding public colleges and universities (Wiley, 2006; Johnstone, 2002).
Georgia’s universities and colleges’ budget process begins within the formulation of the state
budget. They rely to varying degrees on state appropriations for their fiscal futures, and
depending on the institution, they tend to engage in a range of lobbying and outreach activities
13

proving their value to Georgia and its citizens (Redden, 2007). Researchers find that statewide
circumstances – as opposed to variables under a college’s control – are the primary
determinants of state spending. “Despite their efforts, institutional lobbyists may have limited
impact in states with poor state economies, intense budget competition, and history of poor
support for higher education” (Redden, 2007). Weerts and Ronca’s (2006) study considers the
effect of 43 different variables on state appropriations at 1,053 public institutions nationwide,
all enrolling undergraduates and offering at least an associate degree (see Redden, 2007).
Contrary to Weerts and Ronca’s findings of the impact of institutional lobbying, Tandberg
(2007) found that one of the single most powerful predictors of state support was the relative
size of the higher education lobby in a state. Therefore, institutional lobbying does matter.
Since the higher education sector is particularly susceptible to political influences and
budgetary trade‐offs, it stands to gain the most from its involvement in state politics, and it also
has the most to lose by refusing to engage therein (Tandberg, 2007, iv).
Weerts and Ronca also found that state appropriations tend to be higher in states with
higher per‐capita income levels and lower in states with higher percentages of unemployment.
They also write that state funding for higher education decreases as per‐capita spending on
corrections; healthcare, and K‐12 education grows (Redden, 2007). Surprisingly, Weerts and
Ronca (2006) find that appropriations for higher education are actually lower in states with
larger college‐aged populations. One possible explanation they suggest is that these states
have a smaller proportion of citizens contributing to the tax base (Redden, 2007).
Many educational leaders suggest that public institutions are facing a financial crisis.
One study conducted by Mortenson (2004), for example, argues that state appropriations for
14

higher education have dropped 40 percent since 1978, and current state investment effort per
personal income has declined $32.1 billion below that of 1980, adjusting for inflation
(Mortenson, 2004, 139). Many higher education leaders suggest that this slide in support is
already bringing about many negative consequences, including rising tuition, tightening
enrollments, cuts in financial aid, increased attrition rates, and decline in faculty salaries
(Ehrenberg, 2006). From a national perspective, it appears that state spending on public higher
education is becoming less of a priority. Part of this perception is due to a “crowding out effect”
caused by state support for Medicaid, K‐12 education, and other state programs (Tandberg,
2007, 4).
During times of economic stability and economic recession, variation exists in the
amount of funding that states appropriate to public higher education. Understanding why this
variation exists is an important step in understanding the politics involved with public higher
education funding and budgeting (Tandberg, 2008). Since higher education receives levels of
support commensurate with available revenues and demand, some scholars conclude that
government expenditures are determined more by rational forces than political ones (Peterson,
1995). Conversely, since colleges and universities have the ability to use alternative forms of
revenue, such as tuition and private fundraising; it makes them targets for state funding cuts
during economic downturns. Government officials tend to reduce funds during economic crisis
but do not always return the funds once the crisis passes. For example, Georgia’s economic
situation has grown dire that further reductions in educational funds must be made and have
been made. Early in 2009, Governor Purdue announced that every state agency must assume a
5 percent cut and produce plans for dealing with a 4 percent, 6 percent or 8 percent cut
15

(Sheinin, 2009).

This has led to the requirement that professors and other staff members

(nearly 40,000 employees) at Georgia’s public colleges and universities must take six furlough
days. The mandatory furloughs will save the University System of Georgia about $42 million,
and result in up to a 3 percent pay cut for employees, according to data supplied by the System
(Diamond, 2009). One of the hallmarks of Governor Sonny Perdue’s administration has been his
consistent cutbacks in state formula funding for Georgia’s public school systems. In nearly every
budget he has proposed since first taking office, Perdue has included large “austerity cuts” in
education funding as part of his overall effort to balance the budget (Crawford, 2009). Perdue
along with other elected officials, however, kept reducing school funds even when the economy
was strong and Georgia was running up a huge surplus in its reserve fund.

Budget Allocations
The state budget for the University System of Georgia is divided into two main
components. The “A” budget, which includes 90‐95 percent of the state appropriations to the
University System, provides funds for basic operations of institutions (resident instruction) and
some funds earmarked for specific functions is formula driven (Bracco, 1997, 28). This money
goes to the Board of Regents for allocation to the institutions. The Board of Regents policy
requires each institution to prepare an operating budget for “educational and general
activities” and for “auxiliary enterprises.” The educational and general activities budget is
limited to the funds allocated (state appropriation) plus estimated internal income (GPC, 2006).
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The auxiliary enterprises budget is limited to the estimated internal income of the various
campus enterprises.
The funding formula, developed in 1982 and first implemented in 1984, is used to
request funds from the state and to appropriate funds back to the Board of Regents (USG,
1997). The total "A" fund, regular state appropriations for all institutions was approximately
$1.8 billion for fiscal year 2008 (Georgia Tech, 2007, 2). At Georgia Perimeter College, funds for
the “A” budget are allocated into eight areas: instruction, public service, academic support,
student services, institutional support, plant operations, departmental sales and services, and
sponsored operations. The “B” budget is the non‐formula piece and includes funds for special
initiatives that go directly to the institutions. The budget battles and negotiations that take
place usually are over the “B” budget (Bracco, 1997, 28).
The Board of Regents’ policy also requires the submission of periodic budget revisions or
amendments on a quarterly basis to the Regents budget office. The Regents budget office
monitors and approves changes to the institutional budgets. Summary reports on institutional
budgets are prepared by the Regents budget office for approval at the Board of Regents
meetings.

College Enrollment – “Show me the money”
The troubled U.S. economy is driving more students than ever before to community
colleges. Across the country, students are rethinking plans to attend expensive private and
public colleges, and universities because high unemployment rates and decimated stock
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portfolios have driven families to find less‐expensive alternatives (Strauss, 2009). The share of
18‐ to 24‐year‐olds attending college in the United States hit an all‐time high in October 2008,
driven by a recession‐era surge in enrollments at community colleges, according to a Pew
Research Center analysis of newly released data from the U.S. Census Bureau (Fry, 2009).
Although enrollments have been rising over many decades at both two‐ and four‐year colleges,
the most recent annual spike has taken place entirely at two‐year colleges (Fry, 2009). Figure 2
below from the U.S. Census Bureau depicts the spike in college enrollment.

Figure 2. U.S. Census Bureau. “College Enrollment Among 18‐24 year‐olds, 1973‐2008”
(2008).
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Community colleges, or two‐year institutions, do not get the public attention of Ivy
League schools, but they educate nearly half of the undergraduate students in the United
States, according to the American Association of Community Colleges (Strauss, 2009).
Community colleges, especially Georgia Perimeter College, are considered stepping stones to
four‐year colleges, and are seeing an unprecedented boom in applications and enrollments. It
is pertinent to note here that Georgia Perimeter College is among the nation’s fastest growing
large metropolitan two‐year colleges. In the Fall of 2007, Georgia Perimeter College broke its
own enrollment record with 21,473 students. That represents a 7.6 percent increase over the
previous Fall, compared with a 3.9 percent increase for all institutions in the University System
of Georgia (GPC, 2007a, 6). Increasing enrollment may sound good at the beginning, but one
must keep in mind, especially institutional administrators, that expanding physical space,
introducing new programs, and scheduling additional classes to accommodate such rapid
growth carries a hefty price tag.
Dr. Anthony Tricoli, President of Georgia Perimeter College, understands that increasing
enrollment is equal to increasing funds from the state. To aid enrollment increase at GPC,
Tricoli created the Transfer Agreement Guarantee program. This program has drawn in many
more students, especially those who had decided to go straight into a four‐year institution. As
a GPC student, one can complete his core courses or earn an associate degree and transfer to
his choice of more than 20 four‐year schools—guaranteed. GPC’s Transfer Admission
Guarantee (TAG) agreements include some of the best public and private colleges and
universities in Georgia. With this program, not only is Tricoli guaranteeing GPC students a seat
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at one of USG’s prestigious four‐year institutions, he is also guaranteeing GPC’s allotted state
funds to increase.

The Funding Formula

Two primary approaches are used by states to develop their operating budget request:
1) funding formula, and 2) base plus/minus. Some states also can use a mixture of the two
approaches (Parmley et al., 2009). Figure 3 below shows the proportions in which each of the
approaches are used.

Budgeting Approach
Funding Formula

Base plus/minus

Mixed, but mostly funding formula

Mixed, but mostly base plus/minus

7%
23%

19%

51%

Figure 3. “Budget Approaches,” State Budgeting for Higher Education in the United States:
As Reported for Fiscal Year 2007 (Parmley et al., 2009).
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According to the University System of Georgia’s 1997 Information Digest, the funding
formula is a mathematical device that aggregates the funding needs of all institutions to
provide a continuous level of support for the Resident Instruction activity of the University
System. The formula is used by: 1) the Board of Regents to request Resident Instruction funds
from the State of Georgia; 2) the Governor to recommend Resident Instruction funding to the
Legislature; and 3) the Legislature to appropriate state funds for Resident Instruction to the
Board of Regents (USG, 1997a). The formula is not used to allocate money to the various
institutions. It is based on credit hours per quarter, and has a differential for instructional level
(lower, upper, and graduate/professional), and program area. Student workload directly or
indirectly generates about 80 percent of the total budget (USG, 1997a). The formula also
includes provisions for operation and maintenance of the physical plant (15 percent of the
budget) and for quality improvement programs. Faculty salaries are also part of the formula
budget, but only once a rate increase is agreed upon. The formulas are enrollment driven and
square footage driven. Generally, the formula is student driven. The state total appropriations
request is the total generated by the formulas less the revenue from student tuition and fees
and other institutional revenues. Tuition and fees are set at 25 percent of the formula for
instructional, academic services and student services support (Bracco, 1997, 28). The state law
quoted below provides that all appropriations be made to the Board of Regents, with its
subsequent distribution to institutions.
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Georgia Code of Laws §20‐3‐53.
All appropriations for the use of any or all institutions in the university system shall be paid to
the Board of Regents in a lump sum, with the power and authority in said board to allocate or
distribute them among the institutions under its control in such a way and manner and in such
amount or amounts as will further an efficient and economical administration of the system
(Georgia Tech, 2007).

The workload variables and constants of the formula are described in Appendix A.

The Board of Regents makes allocation of funds to the institutions at the April budget
meeting or the next regular meeting following the approval of the Appropriations Act. What is
unique about University System of Georgia is that the Board of Regents uses its six‐point
strategic plan as a reference for each institution’s budget request. The Strategic Plan defines
six broad goals designed to ensure that the investment the citizens of Georgia have made in
their system of higher education continues to serve the needs and transform the lives of future
generations (USG, 2009). With every budget request, the Board refers back to the set of
strategic planning goals for it clarifies how all budget requests ties into the overall strategic
plan.

USG Chancellor, Erroll B. Davis Jr., expands on the incorporation of University System of
Georgia’s six‐point strategic plan with the budget process:

Our budget and policy decisions are being driven and shaped by our strategic plan. It is
clear that the extraordinary support of both Governor Sonny Perdue and the General
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Assembly is in part due to our setting clear goals for action and improvement in the
System designed to benefit our students and the state, and we are deeply appreciative of
that support (USG, 2008).

“Merger” Speculations
In the Summer of 2008, Governor Sonny Perdue formed the Tough Choices or Tough
Times working group and charged those members with a specific task: use the Tough Choices or
Tough Times report of the New Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce as a
framework to examine structural elements of Georgia’s education system and develop short
and long‐term recommendations to prepare for the Georgia of 2023. The group made
recommendations to close Georgia’s eight community colleges and put their academic
programs under the Technical College System. This signifies again the impact that government
has on education. This group had no member representing the two‐year college interest. In
view of this, it is hard to believe that uninformed constituents can have a major deciding
influence on the fate of two‐year programs in Georgia. Any kind of merger that removes the
two‐year colleges from the University System and incorporates them into the Technical College
System would result in a negative, long‐term impact on the State of Georgia. GPC is one of the
largest institutions in the University System of Georgia. It enrolls more freshmen, has more
students transferring to other colleges and universities, and more high school dual enrollment
students, and offers more online courses than any other institution in the state.
The question now is what does merger recommendations have to do with the budget
process of Georgia Perimeter College? Hopefully in this paper, one can recognize that GPC’s
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budget process is linked to the University System of Georgia’s budget process which is linked to
the state budget process. Two‐year colleges merging with the Technical College System will
relinquish most, if not all, financial responsibility that USG currently has over the two‐year
institutions.

Furthermore, enrollment at Georgia Perimeter College may decline.

Consequently, declining enrollment would lead to declining revenue for the GPC’s budget
process.

Other Revenue
For any fiscal year, the resources available for GPC's operating budget are largely
determined by four factors: 1) the Legislature's level of appropriations to the University System
of Georgia; 2) Georgia Perimeter’s enrollment level for the two years prior to the budget year
and decisions of the Board of Regents (BOR) on how appropriations will be allocated among
institutions; 3) the BOR's decisions on tuition and fee levels to be allowed; and 4) the level of
sponsored (grant) funding (Georgia Tech, 2007, 1). Many may not know, however, that besides
state allocations and tuition, Georgia Perimeter College’s budget funds come from other
outlets.
Other revenues help develop the total amount of money GPC can use on a fiscal basis.
College income comes from state appropriations and internal income such as student fees,
indirect cost recoveries from sponsored projects, gifts and grants, sales and services of
educational departments, and sponsored operations (GPC, 2006). Internal income is estimated
by the GPC’s budget office when developing the original budget. Internal income is adjusted by
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budget amendment after the analysis of actual collections periodically during the fiscal year
(GPC, 2006). Figure 4 displays a pie chart of the fiscal year 2009 budgeted revenue, and gives a
further breakdown of revenue types that make up the budget.

Georgia Perimeter College
State Appropriation

Tuition

Other General Revenue

Indirect Cost Recovery

Technology Fee

Departmental Sales and Services

0.1%
1.3%

2.2% 1.3%

35.4%
59.7%

Figure 4. “Budgeted Revenue,” Georgia Perimeter College FY2010 Budget Presentation (2009)

Declining relative state support and increasing operating costs have resulted in higher
institutional tuition rates. In 1980, tuition made up less than 20 percent of the total educational
revenue available to institutions. Figure 4 above shows that tuition makes up over 35 percent of
GPC’s FY2010 budget. According to GPC’s 1997 Factbook, tuition only made up about 25
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percent (GPC, 1997). It will be no surprise to see the dynamics of the above pie chart change in
a few more years to where tuition makes up more than 35.4 percent of GPC’s total revenue.
Other general revenue indicated on the above GPC budget breakdown consists of any
student fees that are not reported in another fund. GPC includes indirect cost recovery as part
of its grant/contract amount to recover the College's indirect costs associated with costs that
are incurred for common or joint objectives, and therefore cannot be identified readily, and
specifically with a particular sponsored project, program, or activity but are nevertheless
necessary to the operations of the organization (i.e., Georgia Perimeter College). At educational
institutions such costs normally are classified under the following indirect cost categories:
depreciation and use allowance, general expenses, sponsored project administration expenses,
library expenses, departmental administration expenses, library expenses, departmental
administration, operations and maintenance expense, and student administration services
(GPC, 2009).
According to GPC’s Guidelines for Student Technology Fee Expenditures, the technology
fee revenues (paid by every student) are used primarily for the direct benefit of the students to
assist them in meeting the educational objectives of their academic programs. At this point in
the evolution of collegiate academic technologies, access is important: access to productivity
tools, discipline‐specific software packages, computers and printers, internal and external
databases, introductory and advanced training, and networks (from home or from campus).
Therefore, high priorities should be given to the use of technology fees for these purposes.
The University of Georgia’s Finance and Administration division defined departmental
sales and services as a source of funding that is used to classify both revenues and expenditures
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for sales and services operations that are supported by sales or fees collected for services on a
self‐supporting basis. Departmental Sales and Services revenues and expenditures, which
include Continuing Education, have the following characteristics: 1) activity should not normally
use state appropriated funds, 2) revenue and associated expenses for each DSS activity should
be readily identifiable; e.g., by class code, department, project indicator, etc., and 3) at least 50
percent of the revenue source must be from external sources; e.g., student, faculty, staff,
general public, grantors, other institutions/agencies, etc. (University of Georgia, 2006).

Submissions to Board of Regents
GPC, along with all the institutions that make up the University System of Georgia, has a
budget calendar that it follows to get budget request prepared for submission to the Board of
Regents. Budget development processes occur in a timely sequence. The budget development
is strongly influenced by the GPC Strategic Plan that is continually updated to reflect current
priorities as presented in Figure 5 (GPC, 2006). The GPC strategic plan is directly linked to the
Board of Regents strategic plan. The GPC Strategic Priorities provide the guiding factors to
consider when developing the campus or unit priorities. All requests must be linked to one of
the six categories: enrollment management, academic and non‐academic program
development, information and communication technology, facilities and administrative
support, external relationships and image management, and employee development (GPC,
2006). As noted in Georgia Perimeter’s business procedure manual, GPC’s budget calendar is
developed annually and distributed with the budget development package.
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Figure 5. “Strategic Planning & Budgeting,” Georgia Perimeter College FY2010
Budget Presentation (2009)
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Linking Georgia Perimeter’s strategic goals with the University System’s goals help use
funds appropriately. This demonstrates that there is an accountability system set in place. The
budget development cycle covers a six month period beginning in December and ending in
June. Figure 6 is a snapshot of GPC’s FY 2010 budget calendar.

Figure 6. “Budget Calendar,” Georgia Perimeter College FY2010 Budget Presentation (2009)
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GPC’s Internal Budget Process and Committee Input
The Board of Regents holds the President, Dr. Anthony Tricoli, of the institution
responsible for planning and administering all programs and related budgets for the college.
Administrative and planning responsibilities for budgetary units within Georgia Perimeter
College are assigned by the President to the Campus Provosts and Vice Presidents. Further
assignment of budget management is authorized by the Campus Provosts and Vice Presidents.
As part of the annual budget process, the President conducts annual campus budget
hearings on each campus. The intent of these meetings is for the campuses to have an
opportunity to provide priorities and information to the President and finance division. Each
campus or unit will then submit a comprehensive budget request package to the college budget
office. The completed package will provide information concerning the budgetary needs and
priorities of the unit and should be used as a guide for a concise budget presentation. The
budget request package will allow the campus/unit to address the following: 1) new programs
and/or new positions; 2) additional operating expense requirements; 3) reallocations of current
resources; 4) technology; and 5) equipment (GPC, 2006).
Students along with faculty and staff take part in campus budget hearings. Although
this accounts for accountability and transparency, at times, having these “interests groups” or
“input groups” can cause a bit of stir up. For example, the students that take part in budget
hearings typically are members of the Student Government Association. Student activity fees
are their territory. If the median age of Georgia Perimeter College’s students is 25, then more
than likely the SGA on each campus is comprised of students ages 18‐25. They are trained
throughout the year to handle financial issues, but they are considered as the voice of the
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student body. The logic is understandable, but not practical. The different races, cultures,
backgrounds, and age groups of GPC are not represented in SGA. When student activity fees
are disbursed to the many different clubs and organizations, consideration of the allotted
amounts are inadequate and may at times be biased. Clubs and organizations are awarded
different amounts of funding with no detailed reason of why they received the particular
amount given. Deciding factors are vague.

Conclusion
The budget tells a story about not only how much money is earned and spent but also
which goals and activities are truly most important to the institution. Each state in the United
States has substantial self‐government in matters concerning higher education. Financial
stability and predictability are important to institutional operations and survival. Politics is in
every aspect of the budget process of Georgia Perimeter College. The budget process is just a
smaller piece of the politics of the budgetary process in the state. Once discussion begins of
any budget process, discussion of politics takes place as well. There are many internal and
external political factors such as what the state official wants and demands, College President’s
needs, and taxpayers’ concerns that affect the budget process of GPC. Numbers alone cannot
tell a story. The citizens of Georgia are the stakeholders of the University System of Georgia
because the government allocates funds to our institutions using Georgia citizens’ tax dollars.
There is a need to question the state government when funds for education are declining.
Education is a main part of our nation’s foundation, if it is not nurtured with the necessary
resources, our foundation deteriorates.
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Abbreviations
BOR

Board of Regents

GPC

Georgia Perimeter College

DSS

Departmental Sales & Services

FY

Fiscal Year

SGA

Student Government Association

TAG

Transfer Agreement Guarantee

USG

University System of Georgia
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Appendix A
FUNDING FORMULA
I. INSTRUCTION AND RESEARCH
A. Instruction. The formula for instruction is based on QCH generated in three instructional
levels (lower, upper, and graduate/professional) and three broad program groups (1‐3),
plus special program groups for learning support (4) and medicine (5).
Group 1. Law, Letters, Library Science, Psychology, and Social Sciences
Group 2. Area Studies, Business, Communications, Education, Home Economics,
Mathematics, Public Affairs, and Interdisciplinary Studies
Group 3. Agriculture, Architecture, Biological Sciences, Computer Science,
Engineering, Fine and Applied Arts, Foreign Languages, Health Professions,
Physical Sciences, and Technologies
Group 4. Learning Support Programs
Group 5. Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary Medicine
Total instruction expenditures = academic salary expenditures + instructional
support position expenditures + instructional operating expense expenditures.
B. Research. Funding for research is based on an amount equivalent to total graduate
instruction expenditures.
C. Community Education. Funding is based on the number of Continuing Education Units
produced times a dollar rate.
II. PUBLIC SERVICE. A basic amount is funded for each institution to support a campus
coordinator and one support position. Separately organized institutes are specially funded.

TOTAL FUNDING BASE: Sum of I and II
(Instruction, Research, Community Education and Public Service Expenditures)
III. ACADEMIC SUPPORT. 17.7 percent X Total Funding Base = Academic Support Expenditures.
IV. STUDENT SERVICES AND INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
General Support. 23.1 percent X Total Funding Base = Student Services and Institutional
Support Expenditures.
Fringe Benefits. Projected actual needs for benefits such as FICA, health and life insurance,
workers' compensation, etc.
Teachers' Retirement.

V. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PHYSICAL PLANT
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Regular Operations. Number of square feet of building space X cost per square foot =
Expenditures for Operation and Maintenance of Physical Plant (in FY1995 budget: 29,796,684
square feet at $3,6991 per square foot).
Major Repair/Rehabilitation Fund. .75% X Current Replacement Value (FY94 replacement value
of $4,065,351,333) = Expenditures for MRR.
Utilities. Number of square feet (above) X cost of utilities per square foot ($1.6042 in FY94)=
Expenditures for utilities.
VI. HEW Desegregation Programs
VII. Quality Improvement Programs. 1% of all above expenditures = Expenditures for Quality
Improvement.

TOTAL FORMULA REQUIREMENT: Total of all above expenditures (sum of I through VII).
LESS REVENUE
Student Tuition and Fees. Set at 25% of the total requirement, excluding Public Service and
Community Education, Research, MRR, and Desegregation Programs.
Graduate Assistant Fee Reduction
Other Revenue

STATE APPROPRIATION REQUEST = Total Formula Requirement Minus Revenue
Source: Formula for Excellence: Financing Georgia's University System in the 1980's (1982); Office of the Senior
Vice Chancellor for Capital Resources
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